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The Honorable William Donald Schaefer, Governor
The Honorable Thomas V. Miller, Jr., President of the Senate
The Honorable R. Clayton Mitchell, Jr., Speaker of the House

Gentlemen:

We are pleased to present the 1992 Annual Report of the Maryland Agricultural Land Preservation
Foundation. The information in this report summarizes the activity that the Foundation has experienced
during the past fiscal year. We are proud to announce that this year marks the fifteenth year of the program’s

* operations and we continue to lead the nation in the total amount of farmland protected. The Maryland
Agricultural Land Preservation Foundation has permanently preserved more acres than any other staté in the
nation. With the strong support of the legislature and the agricultural community, we hope to protect and
preserve much more of Maryland’s prime and productive farmland.

During the past year, an additional 18,864 acres were placed in agricultural districts representing a 8%
increase over last year’s total. At the close of FY 92, there was a grand total of 1,835 individual farms E
con31st1ng of 247,233 acres enrolled in our program.

Although our progress has shown substantial increases each year, Maryland still is losing farmland
at an alarming rate. Our mission is to preserve enough of Maryland’s productive farmland to perpetually
maintain a viable agricultural industry. Your continued support allows us to challenge the future as land use
issues grow ever more critical.
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WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF
THE MARYLAND AGRICULTURAL
LAND PRESER VATION PROGRAM?

The Maryland Agricultural Land
Preservation Program was created by the
Maryland General Assembly to preserve
productive agricultural land and woodland
which provides for the continued production
of food and fiber for all citizens of the State.
The preservation of agricultural lands will
help curb the expansion of urban development
and protect agricultural land and woodland as
‘open space land. '

By preserving agricultural land, .the
Foundation also protects the quality of life
that makes Maryland so special.  The
Maryland Agricultural Land Preservation
Program is the most successful program of its
kind in the nation and has perpetually
preserved more farmland than any other
State. Maryland’s effort to preserve
agricultural land also leads to the protection
of wildlife and increases the environmental
- quality of the Chesapeake Bay and its many
valuable tributaries.




HOW DOES THE PROGRAM OPERATE?

The program is administered by a 12-

member Board of Trustees forming the
Maryland Agricultural Land Preservation
Foundation. The Board is comprised of the
State Comptroller, Treasurer, and Secretary of
Agriculture as ex-officio members and nine
members from the State-at-Large appointed
by the Governor. At least five of the at-large
members are farmer representatives from
different areas of the State.

The Maryland Agricultural Land
Preservation program is voluntary on the part
of landowners and is dependent upon the
cooperation of local governments. This
program requires local governments to
appoint agricultural preservation advisory
boards that assist in the creation of

agricultural land preservation "districts". As-
a district, the subdivision and development of .

the land is restricted by agreement between
the landowner and the Agricultural Land
Preservation Foundation where agricultural
land and woodland production activities are

encouraged and protected.

If a landowner requests that his property be
included in a district, he must be willing to
maintain the land in agricultural use for a
minimum of 5 years, and the property must
meet the minimum criteria established by the
Foundation. Size (minimum of 100 acres) and
soil types are the major criteria for a property

to qualify for the program. At least 50% of
the soils must be classified as I, II, or III
and/or woodland group 1 or 2. These soils
are classified as being prime or productive by
using the USDA Soil Classification system
and are capable of successfully producing
viable agricultural commodities with
reasonable yields and returns.

A landowner who includes his land within
a district will receive the following benefits:
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Once the Agricultural Land Preservation
District is established, the landowner is
eligible to sell a development. rights easement
to the Foundation. However, there is no
guarantee that an offer will be made by the
Foundation. The application submitted by
the landowner shall include the asking price of
any easement offered. The maximum price
that the Foundation may pay for an easement
is the landowner’s asking price or the ease-

ment value determined by a statutory formula
shown in figure 1, whichever is lower.

Once a development rights easement has
been sold, the property is perpetually
protected from further development with

certain rights available only to the landowner -

who originally sold the easement.

appraised fair market value
(determined by the better of two appraisals
conducted by the state and by the appraisal
submitted by landowner if included with the
application)

agricultural value =
(determined by a formula based on
land rents and soil productivity)

easement value

‘Figure 1. Easement Value Formula
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Once the Agricultural Land Preservation
District is established, the landowner is
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any easement offered. The maximum price
that the Foundation may pay for an easement
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application)
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(determined by a formula based on

land rents and soil productivity)

Figure 1. Easement Value Formula




PROGRAM ACCOMPLISHMENTS IN LIEU OF
FUNDING LIMITATIONS

Fiscal Year 1992 marked the fifteenth year
- of the Foundation’s endeavor to preserve agri-
cultural land.

During FY ’92, the program’s acreage base
increased 8% as 152 new agricultural districts
were approved and established providing
protection to an additional 18,864 acres. By
the end of FY °92, the Foundation had
established a grand total of 1,835 agricultural
land preservation districts totalling of 247,233
acres.

Due to the Budget reductions in FY 90, no
easements were purchased in FY ’91.
However, those applications received for FY
’91 Cycle One were carried over into FY °92
since the properties were already appraised
and the title work had already begun. It was
anticipated that these applicants would receive
easement offers during this year. However,
the Fund was reduced again in FY ’92 when
$4.9 million was transferred to the General
Fund. As a result, offers were postponed
again. '

The legislature approved a bond
authorization of $5 million to replace the
reduction but the bonds will have to be sold
before the Foundation can utilize those funds.

In an effort to assure that the easement

values of those properties were still current,
the Foundation worked out an agreement
with the Department of General Services to
conduct staff appraisals on the properties.
This agreement would maximize the use of

available funds strictly for easement purchases
but offers would not be made until the bonds
are sold, which may occur sometime in the
fall of 1992. Due to the projected timing of
the bond sales, the Foundation was unable to

purchase additional easements during FY *92..

Instead, the applications will be considered

(and hopefully funded) during FY *93 and will

be reflected in the 1993 Annual Report.

Maryland still has preserved more acres
than any other state in the nation. The

‘number of Agricultural Districts continue to

rise as more and more growth issues threaten
agricultural areas.

Protection of the land and its surrounding
environment is a key element in participating
in the Maryland Agricultural Land
Preservation Foundation’s program. The
Foundation requires a soil conservation and
water quality plan for each property that is

submitted for easement sale. In addition, this
past year, the Foundation established new -

policy which would require a Woodland
Management Plan on properties with 50% or
more of the land dedicated to woodland.

Soil Conservation and Water Quality plans
are in effect on 70% of the existing
agricultural  district properties. = The
requirement for having a Soil Conservation
and Water Quality Plan began in 1985 which
outlines certain necessary Best Management
Practices to be installed and/or maintained.
The purpose of the plan is to protect the land
from- erosion, increase potential yield
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production and reduce and/or eliminate the
flow of sediment entering into neighboring
streams, rivers and ultimately the Chesapeake
Bay.

The Maryland Department of Agriculture
and the Maryland Agricultural Land
Preservation Foundation are committed to
preserving farmland and have significantly
streamlined the preservation program over the
past three years. During FY °92 the
Foundation evaluated several aspects of the
program and modified its regulations. See
Page 19.

In addition to streamlining the program, the
Foundation has worked very closely with local
governments in helping to establish county
preservation programs that coincide and/or
supplement the State Program. This provides
another option to landowners to consider
when developing an estate plan or land use

plan for their farm. The State developed a .

program that certifies County Agricultural
Land Preservation Programs and is
administered jointly by the Maryland
Agricultural Land Preservation Foundation
and the Maryland Office of Planning.

If the local program meets certain criteria,
it is permitted to retain a greater portion of
the Agriculture Transfer Tax Revenues
collected in that county. (See Page 22). To
date, seven counties are certified by the
Maryland Agricultural Land Preservation

Foundation and the Maryland Office of
Planning. -

This cooperative effort is expected to
continue and become an important tool for
preserving agricultural lands. The Maryland -
Agricultural Land Preservation Foundation
aims to maintain a good working relationship
with the Maryland legislature.  With their
support and the efforts of the counties and the
agricultural community, we will continue to
protect and preserve more of Maryland’s
prime and productive farmland.




USE OF THE AGRICULTURAL FORMULA

The Foundation recently adopted a new
methodology for determining the agricultural
value of a farm which replaces the previous
method. It was designed to measure, more
accurately, the value of agricultural land as it
relates to production capabilities of the soil
instead of comparable sales. The Formula
was created by joint efforts of the Maryland
Department of Agriculture, the Maryland
Agricultural Land Preservation Foundation,
the University of Maryland, Department of
Agricultural Resources and Economic
Development and the Maryland Agricultural
Statistics Service.

The first group of applicants whose land
was evaluated using the new agricultural
formula are those that applied to sell their
easements in Cycle One of FY ’91 and are
- currently waiting for an easement offer by the
Foundation.

The methodology used to establish the
agricultural value of farmland is based on the
concept that the capitalized value of cash
rents paid for land (for the purpose of
farming) is a reliable indicator of the
agricultural value of that land. This assumes
that the natural productivity of the land
directly relates to what a farmer would be
willing to pay for rent compared to what he
expects to get out of the land through
production. Naturally, the better quality land
will generally reflect a higher agricultural
value and in turn may attract higher rents. If
this relationship between productivity and
rents can be established for Maryland farms,
then the measurement of productivity of an

individual farm can be used to estimate the
rental value as well as the agricultural value

of that farm.

Background Information:

The Maryland Agricultural Statistics
Service conducted a survey to determine the
relationship between cash rents paid by -

" farmers and the natural productivity of the
" land.

A sample of farmers who rented land in
1988 and 1989 were interviewed. The results
helped to establish a soil productivity index
based on the soil’s natural characteristics and
the relationship of these characteristics to crop
production. This index (Table 1) was used to
rate the productivity of land in each County.
When compared to the rental values taken
from the survey, there was a strong
relationship between the land productivity
(measured by the soil productivity index) and
the actual rental values. As soil productivity
increased, rental values increased as well.

Table 1: Soil Productivity Index & Soil Class

Soil €I Soil Productivity Index*
Class 1 1.00
Class II 0.72
Class III . 050
Class IV ' 0.50
. ClassV 0.18
" ClassVl ” 0.18
Class VII & VIIT . N/A

* Compiled by the Maryland Agricultural Statistics Services, USDA and the
Agricultural and Resource Economics Department, University of Maryland.

Table 1
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The figures in Table 1 numerically express
the soil productivity index for each class of
soil. They are based on the capability of each
soil class producing crops under average
management. Class I soils, for example, have
a very high productivity rating. Class II soils
have a medium productivity rating which is
28% less than Class I, etc.

Using the information obtained from the
survey, another relationship was determined
and relates to the location of the property
compared to the Baltimore and Washington
metropolitan areas. The further the property
was from the metropolitan areas, the higher
the rental values were. This relationship only

held true for land within a 100 mile radius of

the two metropolitan areas. Beyond 100
miles, the relationship between rent and the
farm’s location was not significant.

A mathematical formula based on least
squares regression analysis was developed.
This formula effectively. estimates how a
farm’s soil types and location would affect its
rent. Being able to effectively estimate how
these factors would affect the farm’s rent (and
per the formula’s premise, how they would
affect a farm’s agricultural value), this
equation forms a major step in the
Foundation’s program for estimating
agricultural value, and in determining an
easement value.

The Formula:
a) -53 + (160 x Productivity Index) - (11 x
average distance to Balimore & Wash.) =

Calculated RENT

" b) Calculated RENT / .06 = Agricultural Value

Figure 1 as shown below is useful for
understanding the practical interpretation of
this formula. The graph shows the plots of
soil productivity and associated rents from the

- survey. From a visual inspection, rents tend

to be greater for higher soil productivity
indices. Mathematical methods were used to
generalize this relationship into a statistically
"best fit" formula line which is represented on
the graph.

Figure 1: quatiaa.sbip Between Reat and Productivity
Index on Maryland Farms

Rent per Acre
$80

se0t L.
s40f v, e

$20

formula line

'\\ survey observations

1 L
$073 0.2. 0.4 0.8

Soail Prbductivity index
~$20

-s40t

-$53
-$80*-

The -53 in the formula represents the point
where the formula line crosses the rent axis on
the graph. It has no practical meaning except
to fit the formula line to the data. The 160 in
the formula represents the slope of the line.
It means that for every increase of 0.10 in the
soil productivity index of a parcel of land,
rental values increased by $16. The distance
factor in the formula (not shown on the
graph) has a similar interpretation to the
productivity index factor.

The .11 means that for every mile increase
in the average distance from the parcel of land
to the Baltimore and  Washington

0.8




metropolitan areas (within 100 miles), there
was an increase of $0.11 in rental rates. The
formula is to be used only for parcels that

have productivity indices and distances that
~ are in the range of the survey observations. If
the calculated rent is determined to be less
than $25.00 per acre, then a minimum value
of $25.00 will be used and capitalized to
determine the agricultural value of the farm.

Use of the Formula ¢

The agricultural formula was presented to -

the 1990 Maryland General Assembly by the
Joint Sub-Committee on Program Open Space
and Agricultural Land Preservation. This
committee was appointed by the Senate
Budget and Taxation Committee and the
House Committee on Appropriations to focus
primarily on improving the success of the
state and local efforts to preserve Maryland’s
prime agricultural land. As follow up to their
evaluation and as part of their effort and
support for the program, the Joint Sub-
Commuittee sponsored SB 812, which mcluded
the implementation of the agricultural
formula. It was approved and became
effective on July 1, 1990.

Properties submitted for the July 1, 1990
easement offer cycle (FY 91 Cycle One
applicants) were to be the first group using
the new agricultural formula to determine an
easement value. However, due to limited
funds, the Foundation was unable to purchase
any of the easements carried over from FY
’91 during FY ’92. Therefore, effects of using
the formula on these properties are not yet
available.

This report will show the comparisons of
value on properties that accepted an easement
offer by the Foundation from the previous
cycle (CYCLE TWO of FY ’90) and have
already settled on the sale of an easement.

" An evaluation on these properties will show

what certain values "would have been" if the
agricultural formula was used in FY ’90.

A total of 63 easement offers were made by
the Foundation for Cycle Two of FY ’90. Of
those 63 offers, 53 were accepted by
landowners representing an 84% acceptance
rate.  The total cost of easement offers for
Cycle Two of FY 90 was $12,639,837 as
shown in the 1991 Annual Report of the

Maryland Agricultural Land Preservation

Foundation. On the opposite page, Table 2
shows the actual averages of specific
information relating to each county and the
53 accepted offers. This will be used in
comparing the results of using the agricultural
formula.

From the mformation contained in Table 2,
the average agricultural value on a state-wide
basis was $1,266 per acre. This resulted in an
average easement value of $1,885 per acre. It
is important to note that some landowners
were willing to accept a lesser amount for the
sale of their easement as indicated in the
asking price which was submitted with the
application. It is also important to note that
when making easement offers, the Foundation
(subject to available funds) will offer the lesser
amount of either the asking price or the
appraised easement value. By doing this, it
emphasizes competitive bidding and allows the
Foundation to purchase some easements at a
discounted value.
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In Cycle Two, FY ’90, the Foundation had
a discount value of $938,663 which enabled
the state to purchase additional easements.
Using the average acquisition cost of $1,779
per acre shown in Table 2, the Foundation
was able to acquire an additional 528 acres
due to discounted offers. It is this type of
competitive bidding that makes the Maryland
Agricultural Land Preservation Foundation so
successful. ' '

Asexpected, when applying the agricultural
formula, the state-wide average agricultural
value (per acre) decreased on almost all of the
sample properties. The difference showed a
more realistic value of the land if it were used
for agricultural purposes only. In other
words, it reflected what a farmer could expect
to get out of the land if it were farmed using
average management techniques. Overall,

there was a 34.7% decrease in the average

‘agricultural value from that which was
determined by appraisers. As a result, there
would have been an increase in total easement
values by $3,269,286.38 or 24.4% if the
formula was used on these properties.
Furthermore, because easement .offers are
based on the lower of two variables (asking
price or ‘"appraised" easement value),
Foundation offers would have increased by
$681,437.80 or 5.4%.

On the opposite page Table 3 shows the
‘comparisons between the agricultural values

and easement values determined by both

appraisals and the formula. The average
difference between the two methods is
expressed in a percent and is shown for each
county that had accepted easement offers.

Counties with the largest number of
accepted easement offers included: Caroline
County with 11 properties; Carroll County
with 10 properties; Baltimore County with 8
properties and Queen Anne’s County with 7
properties. A total of 28 of these properties
(39 statewide) showed a decrease in the
appraised agricultural value.

Counties with the largest decease in average
agricultural value included Anne Arundel,

- Baltimore, Frederick, and Kent counties.

However, of these counties, only Baltimore
County had a significant number of properties
(8) in the sample data. Anne Arundel,
Frederick and Kent Counties only had 1
easement sample which really cannot provide
a solid comparison of values. The average
agricultural ~value in Baltimore County
decreased 63.8% from the. average value

‘determined by appraisers who mainly arrive at

their values using comparable sales. In
Baltimore County each of the eight properties
showed a decrease in agricultural value
ranging from a low of 47.9% to a high of
73.8%, the largest decrease of all properties
contained in the sample. From a statewide
perspective, not all properties showed a
decrease in agricultural value. - Fourteen
properties showed an increase in Agricultural
value with the majority of them being located
in Caroline County. The largest increase in
agricultural value occurred in Dorchester
County (73.8%).
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Counties that showed an overall increase in

the average agricultural value include:
Caroline (13.5%), Dorchester (32.3%),
Somerset (46.9%) and Wicomico (32.2%).
This may be due to the fact that the
propérties contained a larger percentage of the
most productive soils in the State (Class I
and/or II soils). For farm use, these soils are
very valuable and have the capability of
producing high yields. In contrast though, the
properties that caused the average agricultural
values to increase are located in areas with
- little development pressure so the fair market
value may not have been very high.

From the sample data, the following
counties that reflected an increase in average
agricultural value also reflected a decrease in
the average easement value: Caroline (16.0%),

Dorchester (27.0%), Somerset (79.1%) and -

Wicomico (15.1%). Of these counties that
show a decrease in the average easement
value, only Caroline County had more than 3

properties in the sample data. This again may . .

not show a strong sample for comparison
values. However, it should be noted that such
decreases occurred.

Overview:

Higher agricultural values were mnot
anticipated to the extent of the number of
occurrences recorded. Amn evaluation of why
the values were higher may result in a future
modification to the formula’s calculations.
Although the formula awards a higher value
to the "better" land, other characteristics may

need to be considered as a discount. For -

example, esthetics, potential use of the
property for hunting and other aspects may
provide additional value to certain properties
and may not generally be reflected in either

‘the fair market value or agricultural value of

the property. These and other considerations
will be evaluated by the Department of
Agriculture and the Maryland Agricultural
Land Preservation Foundation.

It is clear, by the number of easement
applications received, during FY °91 and FY
’02 that the landowner’s were aware of the
new methodology in determining easement
values and had high hopes of receiving an
"attractive” offer. However, this was not the
only reason for.an increase in participation.
There was quite a bit of attention given to the
Maryland Agricultural Land Preservation
Foundation during the legislative session. The
Joint Subcommittee on Program Open Space
and Agricultural Land Preservation added to

. the awareness of the program and the State’s

effort to preserve prime and productive
farmland. This awareness provided an option

to the landowner to preserve his/her land and

possibly receive more compensation for
restricting its use. "

In FY ’91, the Foundation received a total
of 401 applications to sell an easement
covering 48,269 acres. This represents a
significant increase of 136% over the number
of applications received the year before.

Unfortunately, due to limited funding for
the program, only the first cycle of 188
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properties covering 23,814 acres were
considered by the Foundation for easement
sales in- FY °92.  These 188 have been
appraised and the easement values were
determined using the Agricultural Formula.
However, due to a funding shortfall, the
Foundation was unable to make easement
offers in FY ’92. Although $4.9 million was
transferred to the General Fund to help ease
the State’s deficit, the General Assembly
approved a Capital Bond appropriation in the

amount of $5.0 million to be used for future

easement purchases. The Foundation voted
to carry the 188 applications into the next
fiscal year when the bonds are expected to be
sold.

Since the appraisals on these properties
were almost 2 years old, a justification of
value needed to be obtained that would show
that the easement values were current. An
agreement was made with the Department of
General Services to conduct staff’ appraisals
on certain properties that fell within the
reaches of available funds. As a result, 35
properties will be reappraised and the others

will be asked to reapply in the next cycle,
which has been extended from July 1, 1992 to
January 1, 1993. The staff appraisals-are
expected to be completed in the fall when the
Foundation expects to make easement offers
after the bonds are sold.

The last Easement Acquisition Program
conducted by the Maryland Agricultural Land
Preservation Foundation was Cycle Two of
FY ’90. '

Despite the limited funding for the program
and the fact that additional easeménts were
not purchased during FY °92, the Maryland
Agricultural Land Preservation program still
has preserved more farmland than any other

state in the nation. It continues to attract .

landowners to establish an.agricultural land
preservation district.

The Foundation genuinely believes that
with continued participation, they will be able
to maintain the long-range goal of the
program in permanently protecting productive
agricultural land.

13
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' HANDLING OF EASEMENT APPLICATIONS |

During FY 91 the Foundation received 188

applications to sell an easement in Cycle One, |

and 213 applications in Cycle Two.
Unfortunately, due to a fund reduction of $17
million, the Foundation was unable to
purchase easements at that time. During the
1991 General Assembly, the legislature
approved a bond authorization of $7 million
to be used for easement purchases and to help
make up the loss caused by the transfer of
funds. Most of the authorization was used
for settlement on offers already made by the

Foundation at the time the funds were

transferred.

Realizing that there were very limited funds
in relation to the number of applications
received during FY 91, the Foundation
determined that they would not be able to
purchase any easements from Cycle Two.
Therefore, ’they voted to return all 213
applications submitted for Cycle Two and
asked the landowners to reapply in the next
easement offer cycle (July 1, 1992 deadline).

The 188 applications received for Cycle
One were carried over into FY 92 m hopes
that "the Foundation could buy easements
when additional funds became available.
They were carried over because much of the
title work had begun on these properties and
appraisals had already been completed.

Unfortunately, the Foundation was hit
again during FY °92 with another fund
reduction of $4.9 million and the state could
not purchase any easements in FY ’92 either.

Although the legislature approved another
bond . authorization in the amount of $5
million to replace that loss, the bonds must be
sold before the Foundation can utilize those
funds and begin to make easement offers. At
the time of this printing, the bonds have not
been sold due to current market conditions
and items related to balancing the State’s
general budget. '

The Foundation, assuming the bonds will
be sold, voted to divide the total funds

- available into two equal parts. One half of -

the funds will be applied to the group carried
over from Cycle One of FY 91 and the other

half will be applied to applicants applying in

the next easement offer cycle (July 1, 1992).

In light of having 188 applications and
limited funds, the Foundation determined
which properties, based on their ranking, were

" "within reach" of available funds. There are

approximately 35 properties that fall within

" this category. Those that were not within

reach were notified and asked to reapply in
the next easement offer cycle. ' In order to
allow them plenty of time to reapply, the
Foundation’s Board of Trustees voted to
extend the application deadline for the next
offer cycle from July 1, 1992 to January 1,

1993. As of July 1, 1992, the Foundation had .
received 80  applications  from other

landowners across the state.
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Meanwhile, the 35 properties that are
ranked within available funds are being re-
appraised to ensure that the previous
easement value determined is still an
acceptable value under today’s economic
conditions. Reappraising these properties will
not involve any additional cost to the
Foundation. The Department of General
Services has agreed to conduct staff appraisals

on these properties and would be charged to

their regular administrative  expenses.
Therefore, the Foundation will maximize the
use of state funds on easement purchases once
the bonds are sold and funds become
available.
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STREAMLINING THE PROGRAM

Status of the Task Force

In July of 1991 the Task Force of the
Maryland Agricultural Land Preservation

Foundation presented an interim report of

recommendations to the Board of Public
Works. The report outlined recommendations
to change the program with regard to District
establishment and qualifying criteria for
easement sales. Some of the recommendations
made by the Task Force would require
legislation while others could be made
through the regulatory process. See page 21
for legislation introduced during the 1992
legislative session.

In review of their recommendations, the
Task Force suggested that the approval
authority for District establishment and
Easement purchases be separated. The idea
was to establish a system whereby the
Secretary of Agriculture would approve the
establishment of a district and the Maryland
Agricultural Land Preservation Foundation
would continue to be responsible for easement

offers (subject to the Board of Public Works -

approval). The reason for this
recommendation was to clarify that the
approval of adistrict does not guarantee an
easement sale and that separate criteria may
apply. In order to implement this
recommendation, legislation would be
. required to amend the law governing the
program. Such legislation (HB 189) was
drafted and presented to the General
Assembly but was defeated in committee.

Several other recommendations were made
relating to the selection of properties for
easement sale. The Task Force recommended
that the state limit easement purchases to
"Active Working Farms". They defined active
working farm as any agriculturally assessed
property actively engaged in agricultural use

for a minimum of 3 consecutive years. This

change in the program would assure that
easements are purchased on land currently
producing agricultural products and not on
land dedicated as open space or existing as
large lot estates.

The Task Force also recommended that the
law be changed so that in order for a
landowner to become eligible to sell an
easement, he/she must have owned the
property for at least 18 months prior to
submitting the application. Certain exceptions
would apply and would eliminate the three

- year criteria if the land was acquired from an

immediate family member. The purpose of
this recommendation prevents the state from
acting as a "banker" to finance farm purchases
and helps to limit the number of speculative
farm purchases. Legislation was submitted as
HB 237 to modify the program.

“The bill also contained a recommendation
to establish an absolute minimum size of 20
acres for the state to purchase an easement.
This minimum Ssize would prevent the State
from purchasing easements on land that, by
itself, may have marginal agricultural
operations but contain a high unit value for
development due to its size.
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The Joint Sub-Committee on Program
Open Space and Agricultural Land
Preservation requested a hearing to better
understand the recommendations of the Task

Force and the reaction of the agricultural . |

community. The Joint Sub-Committee
supported the general intent and direction of

the Task Force but felt there should be some

exceptions to what was being proposed. In
addition, the Joint Sub-Committee felt that
the farming community should be more
involved in helping to formulate these
recommendations.

In general, the Joint Sub-Committee had
concerns with having only the Secretary of
Agriculture approve agricultural districts (HB
189), and not allowing properties less than 20
acres into the easement program (HB 237).

In keeping with the intent of the Task
Force to separate the two aspects of the
Maryland Agricultural Land Preservation
program and addressing the concerns of the
Joint Sub-Committee, an amendment was
made to HB 189. The amendment would
include joint approval authority of the
Secretary of Agriculture, the Chairman of the
Foundation and the Chairman of the
Agriculture Commission in
agricultural land preservation districts. This
change would eliminate the idea of a one
person approval process. However, this bill
was defeated in committee.

An amendment was also made to HB 237
which would allow the State to purchase

establishing

easements on properties less than 20 acres if it
is adjacent to land already under easement
restrictions and is owned by the same
landowner. The easement value would then
be determined as being part of the larger
farming operation. However, despite the
amendments,
committee.

In an effort to avoid purchasing easements
on land with little or no development
potential, and to preclude false expectations
by landowners, the Task Force recommended
that the Department of General Services
conduct a pre-screening of applications
submitted for easement sale. This pre-
screening would limit state expenditures on
such properties and they would be weeded out

prior to ordering appraisals and title work.

This recommendation can be implemented

without changes to the current law and/or
-regulations and will be part of the FY ’93

easement sale process.

In addition, after appraisals are obtained
on properties submitted for easement sale, the
Department of General Services will conduct
composite appraisals on certain properties

- with questionable values in lieu of securing

third fee appraisals. By definition, a
composite appraisal uses factual data from
original ‘appraisalss to determine an
mdependent value estimate. This will reduce

state spending and provide the state with a

means to reconcile widely divergent appraised
values.

HB 237 was defeated in
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The Task Force is also exploring
alternative approaches to existing program
procedures for evaluating, pricing, and
ranking of properties for easement purchase
offers. These procedures are being designed
to ensure that State funds are used to
purchase easements on productive agricultural
Jand and to promote long-term agricultural
production. ‘

The alternative approaches will be tested .

on applicants in the next easement offer cycle

and results will be compared to the existing

method. At that time, the need to make
further program changes will be determined.

In addition, the Task Force and the
Foundation are considering the establishment
of a cap or ceiling for easement offers. This
will raise the issue of Urban vs. Rural
easement purchases and the resulting
distribution of available funds. The effect the
cap would have on the existing pricing
method and on the alternative methods being
developed will also be examined during the
next easement offer cyclé.
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REGULATIONS

Guidelines for Extraordinary Agricultural Capability

The Foundation recently adopted
guidelines to define extraordinary agricultural
capabilities.  New regulations have been
drafted and are being followed when
reviewing proposed agricultural preservation
districts less than 100 acres and have been
submitted ashaving extraordinary agricultural
capabilities. In order to qualify as having
extraordinary agricultural capabilities, a
property must: - -

1. Have a soil conservation and water quality
plan prepared for the property and be
approved by the local soil conservation
district. It must be fully implemented
according to the schedule contained in the
plan.

2. Have at least 60% of the land area
consisting of USDA soil capability classes
I, II, and III OR, USDA Woodland
Groups 1 and 2 (applied to wooded parcels
only). |

3. Have a minimum of 72% of the land area
(less any acreage within the 100 year
floodplain and state or federal wetlands)
consisting of a combination of USDA soil
capability classes L, IT, III on cropland and
pasture and USDA Woodland Groups 1
and 2 on wooded areas only;

4. Be located in an area designated by the
county which is dedicated to agricultural
preservation, and

5. Receive a favorable recommendation by
the majority of the Foundation’s Board of
Trustees after an on-site inspection is
conducted by one or more members of the
Foundation.

Forest Management Plan

The Foundation’s Board of Trustees are
becoming more concerned about properties
entering the program wherein the majority of

the property is in woodland.  Although
managed woodland can be a viable
agricultural operation, the Foundation

‘believes that if a soil conservation and water
~ quality plan is

required on easement
properties, a forest management plan should
also be required. However, this criteria would
only apply if 50% or more of the acreage
contained in the district is devoted to
woodland.

New regulations requiring a forest
management plan have been adopted and a
certification of the existence of a forest
management plan as well as a soil
conservation and water quality plan will be
required when applying to sell an agricultural
land preservation easement to the state.
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Tenant House

Regulations and the Deed of Easement
both state that a landowner may construct
housing for tenants fully engaged in the
operation of the farm, but this construction
may not exceed one tenant house per 100
acres. However, discussion ensued after the
Foundation reviewed a request for a tenant
house from a landowner with less than 100
acres. The Department’s legal counsel
reviewed the regulations and advised that the
language could also be interpreted to allow
one tenant house to landowners who have 1-

. 100 acres; 2 tenant houses for 101-200 acres,
etc. In either case, the land on which a tenant

house is constructed may not be subdivided or
conveyed to an individual, nor may the tenant
house be conveyed separately from the
original parcel.

New regulations were drafted and adopted
to clarify the allowable density of tenant
houses and to permit one tenant house on
properties with 1-100 acres, two tenant houses
on properties with 101-200 acres, etc.

[==——— 1 FRESH
VEGETABLES =
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1992 LEGISLATION

» House Bill 237

The Task Force for the Maryland
Agricultural Land Preservation Foundation
undertook the responsibility to address

concerns raised by the Board of Public

Works. This bill would create specific
criteria that must be met before a property
becomes eligible to be submitted for an
easement sale. The recommendations of
the Task Force, which were included in HB
237 are as follows:

1) Landowner’s must own the land for at
least 18 months prior to becoming
eligible to sell an easement to the State.

NOTE: An exception to this was included
whereby the 18 month requirement would

not apply if the new owner: a) acquired

.the land from an immediate family
member, or b) During the same 18 month
period had been an integral part of the
farming operation.

2) The landowner’s agricultural district
must be at least 20 acres in size and be
an active working farm.

The underlying issue of HB 237
involved the program’s cost effectiveness
and whether the Foundation is purchasing

easements on "true" farmland, as well as.

substantiating the values being paid. This
bill was killed in committee and did not
pass..

FHouse Bill 707

This Bill repeals the requirement that
the Maryland Agricultural Land

" Preservation Foundation will reimburse

landowners for indepéndent appraisals
associated with the sale of an agricultural
land preservation easement to the State of
Maryland. HB 707 passed and is now law.

House Bill 159

This bill was designed to erase the
perception that entering into an
agricultural land preservation district
automatically guarantees that the
landowner will be able to sell an
agricultural land preservation easement to
the State.

Foundation’s current
program, the Agricultural Land
Preservation Foundation’s Board of
Trustees approves both District Formation
and Easement sales. HB 189 would have
transferred the authority for the creation

Under the

and termination of agricultural land-

preservation districts from the Foundation
to the Secretary of Agriculture. It was
later amended to-reflect a joint approval
authority to the Secretary of Agriculture,
Chairman of the Maryland Agricultural
Land Preservation Foundation and the
Chairman of the Maryland Agricultural
Commission. The Foundation’s Board of
Trusteds would - continue to approve
easement sales (subject to the Board of
Public Works approval). This Bill was
defeated. ’




CERTIFICATION OF COUNTY AGRICULTURAL
LAND PRESERVATION PROGRAMS

As reported in the 1991 Annual Report of

“the Maryland Agricultural Land Preservation

Foundation, HB 1280, the Agricultural Land
Preservation Act of 1990, was enacted and
became effective July 1, 1990. This bill
created a system to certify local agricultural
land preservation programs and defined

‘responsibilities for the Maryland Agricultural
- Land Preservation Foundation and the

Maryland Office of Planning to jointly
administer the program. The purpose of the
Bill was to provide a means to recognize,
strengthen and enhance agricultural land
preservation efforts in the state. If a county
is certified as having an effective agricultural
land preservation program, it may retain 75%
of the Agriculture Transfer Tax collected in
that county. Non-certified counties will
continue to retain 33.3% of the Agriculture
Transfer Tax Revenue collected.

Currently, there are seven counties that
have been certified by the state as having an

effective agricultural land preservation

program. The certified counties are: Anne

‘Arundel, Baltimore, Carroll, Frederick,

Harford, Howard and Montgomery. A few
other counties have expressed an interest in
developing a local program and include
Charles, Calvert and St. Mary’s Counties.

The Foundation and the Office of Planning -

are currently working with these counties to
assist them in the development of their
program and to qualify them for certification.

Six of the seven certified counties (all but

" Frederick) qualified as having a "pre-existing

program". A pre-existing program is defined
as one that has been operating effectively

prior to July 1, 1990. However, these -

programs must meet certain criteria in order
to be re-certified at the end of their two year
certification period. Certified counties began
retaining 75% of the Agricultural Transfer
Tax Revenues collected in their county at the
time of certification, and received from the
State a refund of approximately 42% of their
FY ’91 revenues (8.4% for Montgomery
County) for the period prior to official
.certiﬁcat_ion to the beginning of the Fiscal
year.

Counties must use the additional funds
received as a result of certification for
agricultural land preservation purposes.
Certified county programs provide alternatives
to landowners who wish to protect their land
from future development and may include

~certain tax benefits or incentive payments to

make the idea of preservation more attractive.
In addition, these programs may involve the
purchase of easements solely by the county, in
a cooperative agreement with the county and
the state, or as an individual but supplemental
program to the state. Of course the regular
process of the state program (without county

participation) is also available to farmers with -

qualifying properties.
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These alternatives can enhance a county’s
ability to tailor preservation efforts to county-
specific conditions. Each of the easement
purchase options may emphasize or exclude
properties under certain conditions by virtue
of program procedures, criteria, and fund
availability. By designing their own easement
purchase program to complement the State
program, counties can do a great deal to
ensure that many county-specific priorities for
preservation can be addressed through one or
more programs. Variations of this strategy
- are being followed by several -certified
counties.

Certification is valid for a period of two
years, at the end of which a county must

request recertification if they wish to continue

_ to retain 75% of the Agriculture Transfer Tax.
It is anticipated that the certified counties
listed earlier will request recertification in the
spring of 1993.

During the two year certification period,
counties are required to submit annual reports
summarizing program .accomplishments,
expenditures, and progress in achieving
objectives and milestones as outlined in their
program development strategy.‘ Important
considerations for recertification are
evaluations of program effectiveness and of
the progress made in the county towards
meeting the  objectives - and milestones
identified in the county’s program

‘development strategy.

Information showing actual Agricultural

Transfer Tax Revenues retained by counties
as a result of certification is shown on the pie

chart below. Total Agricultural Transfer Tax -
Revenues retained by certified counties during -

FY 91 equaled $1,116,335 or 30.8% of the
total net transfer tax collected in the State
during that period.  The State’s share
amounted to $1,891,014, or a 52.2% share of
the total. The remaining $613,930 was
retained by non-certified counties.

AGRICULTURAL TRANSFER TAX REVENUES
$3,621,280 COLLECTED IN 1991 -

Retalned by State ($1,891,014)
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Counties may use 10% of the agricultural

transfer taxes they retain, or $30,000,
whichever is greater, for administrative costs
associated with operating a local program.
The balance must be used by the counties for
the purchase of development rights.

Where provided by certified counties, maps
of past and recent program accomplishments
will be used in reviewing programs. Land
preserved during the certification period will
be examined by the Foundation and the
Office against a backdrop of land use, land

~use change, county planning and zoning
. designations, and previously preserved land,
to provide a picture of trends and a
- framework for evaluating the success of
current efforts. This information can be used

as input for future directions of both county:

and the State programs, as it may identify

areas and conditions not adequately addressed

through current efforts.

Increased efforts to assist counties
interested in certification is planned for the
coming year. The Foundation and the Office
will place special emphasis on working with
certified counties during their second year of
certification, to facilitate efficient review and
re-certification of their programs through their
second annual reports. The results of the first
annual reports, received in April and May,

-will be available in the Foundation’s next

annual report.
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FACING THE CMLLENGES OF THE FUTURE

The Maryland Agricultural Land
Preservation Foundation continues to be the

most successful program of its kind in the

nation and has perpetually preserved more
farmland than any other State.

The program has always had the strong
support of the Maryland Farm Bureau, the
agricultural community, and county and State
leaders. With vision, they helped to create

this program to preserve Maryland farmland.

Today that support is essential to future
preservation efforts in order to maintain a
viable agricultural base in Maryland.

*The Maryland Agricultural Land
Preservation Foundation offers a voluntary

program to landowners across the state with

the support of local governments. Despite the
fact that the program has suffered some
setbacks due to the budget crisis of the state,
the program continues to grow. This past
year, the program’s acreage base increased by

8% as 18,864 acres were added in districts by -

the Foundation.

Historically the most effective and positive
means of advertising is by word of mouth.
Unfortunately, word of mouth can also create
negative or inaccurate advertising as well. Due
to the Foundation’s inability to purchase

‘easements in FY 91 and ’92, some
landowners have shied away from applying to
sell an easement to the state. Those who tried
have either been carried over for two years
and are still waiting for an easement offer or
‘have been rejected due to insufficient funds.
Still others believe that the economy is
showing signs of recovery which will mean

more funding for the program in the future.

Under this theory, landowners have nothing
to lose by submitting an application so that
when funding does improve, they may be
within the first group to be considered.

There continues to be significant interest in
preserving Maryland farmland and
landowners wish to participate’ in the
program. This is evident in the number of
agricultural
Preservation areas, consisting of several
agricultural districts, are continually growing.
To date, the largest preservation area exists in
Cecil County with more than 4,756
contiguous acres. Other preservation areas
greater than 1,500 contiguous areas include
two areas in Carroll County with 4,444 acres
in the Uniontown area and 1,559 acres in the
New Windsor area. With preservation areas of
this size, there can be a real sense of an
agricultural community.

Despite the Foundation’s efforts and the
landowners’ willingness to participate in' the
program, the annual conversion of farmland
to other land uses continues to exceed the
amount which is saved. Our hope is that in
the face of ever increasing demand for the use
of land, the supply of which is static, there is
still an agricultural future in the State of
Maryland.

In today’s economy, along with
outstanding easement applications, the
Foundation continues to review and pursue
alternative funding. The 1991 Annual Report
of the Maryland Agricultural Land
Preservation Foundation mentioned possible

districts being formed.
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funding through the Farms for the Future Act
of 1990. Under the act, the Federal
Government will provide loans of up to $10
million to any state that has a preservation
program in place prior to August 1, 1991.
These loans would be provided with a special
discount payment plan with reduced interest

payments.

Congress clearly intended the legislation to
support Purchase of Development Rights
programs, and several states passed legislation
before the August 1, 1991 statutory deadline
to qualify for federal assistance. However,
funding was never appropriated and there was
a delay in the drafting of the regulations.

On September 24, 1991, Farmers Home
Administration published its long awaited
proposed rule for the Farms for the Future
Act in the Federal Register. However, due to
the overwhelming negative comments received,
Vermont Senator Patrick Leahy introduced
major revisions as part of the technical
corrections to the Food, _Agriculture,
Conservation and Trade Act of 1990. These

amendments passed in the Senate and the’

House on November 26, 1991.

Some of the changes to the law include loan
terms no longer being restricted to ten years,
~ but the loan guarantees and interest subsidies
are still to be provided on a ten-year basis.
Legislation now specifically authorizes the use
of bonds and the value of land/easement
donations to qualify for matching funds.

The Maryland Department of Agriculture
plans to apply for federal loans once funds
are appropriated to the federal program.

In regard to the current funding situation
of the Maryland Agricultural Land
Preservation program, the Foundation is
waiting for the sale of a $5 million Capital

Bond appropriation approved by the

legislature. Once the bonds are sold, the
Foundation will be able to again make
easement offers.

Some counties have stepped in to help
preserve viable agricultural land and have
purchased easements from landowners who

.applied to sell an easement in the state

program. The state was able to provide some
of the background work to the counties in
order to preserve these lands. These counties
had a local ordinance which allowed them to
purchase easements on their own which also
helped them to become "certified" by the
Foundation and the Office of Planning as
having an effective Jlocal preservation
program. This cooperative effort between the
county and the state helped to save important
farmland threatened by development in an
expedient manner.

With a greater focus on conservation and
preservation issues, there will be more
counties interested in creating a local
preservation program. In addition, there will
be more coordination with various county and
state agencies, private organizations and the
agricultural community. The future holds a
lot of challenges for the Maryland
Agricultural Land Preservation program but
with continued support of the Maryland
legislature, county governments and
agricultural landowners, we will maintain the
preservation program and the agricultural
industry in the state!
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ACREAGE REDUCTION

A total of 28.75 acres were excluded and
released from easement properties based on
requests by the original owners of an
easement for one acre building lots intended
for themselves and/or their children. The
table on the opposite page shows acreage
reductions in districts and easement
properties. The table is comprised of five
factors that would result in an adjustment of
the program’s acreage base and include
permitted lot exclusions, public benefit, severe
economic hardship, district termination and
adjustments from deeds. To date, a total
114.75 easement acres were excluded for
building lots with 28.75 acres excluded during
FY ’92.

The landowner is required to payback the

per acre value of the easement originally paid -

to them when new lots are created on lands
where the Foundation has purchased
development rights easements. This
requirement has been in effect since 1982. In

FY ’92, the total payback amount for lot -

exclusions in easement properties equalled
$15,871.18. To date, the total payback
amount for lot exclusions since 1982 is
$65,445.97. Easements purchased prior to
1982 do not require a payback for lot
exclusions. It is important to note that
easement restrictions are placed on the total
property acreage; however, a landowner is not
compensated for the omne acre area
surrounding each dwelling that was i
existence at the time the easement was
purchased.  Exclusion of these dwellings
would not require a payback. ‘

The Foundation may receive requests from
county governments to exclude land in district

or easement status to be used for public
benefit. This includes improvements such as
roads, bridges or culverts. In FY ’92, there
were no acres excluded for public benefit. To
date, a total of 21.469 acres have been
excluded for such public improvements
resulting in a total payback of $2,490.43.

In the past, the most significant acreage
reduction factor was the termination of
district properties. Fifteen districts, totalling
2,066 acres, were terminated after meeting the
minimum five year commitment.
Unfortunately, this figure is much higher than

the 7 terminations reported in FY ’91. The

Foundation will probably continue to see a
significant number of districts terminating in
the near future, due to the recent limited
funding status of the program. To date, a
total of 128 districts covering 21,346 acres
have been terminated but some have re-
entered the program after adjusting the
acreage contained in original districts.

In the easemeént settlement process, acreage
adjustments are often made after a title search

is performed. The verification of acreage

through research of ownership including out-
conveyances and surveys may total a different
amount than that shown on the district
agreement. There are sometimes increases in
acreage. During FY ’92 there was an increase
of 23.622 acres due to adjustments from
deeds. The total net loss, to date, from such
adjustments totals 519.775 acres.

Acreage reductions from all sources listed -

on the chart total 2,572.551 acres for FY *92.
To. date, total acreage reductions from all
sources total 19,737 acres.
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FYV 92 DISTRICT PAR TICIPATION

In FY ’92 the Foundation approved the
establishment of 152 mnew agricultural
preservation districts protecting 18,864 acres.
This amount represents a 8% Increase Over
last year’s total. Although participation has
slowed down, there are still a number of
landowners willing to participate in this
successful program. By the end of FY ’92 the
Foundation added 1,701 additional districts
increasing the program’s ‘acreage base to
247,233 acres consisting of 1,835 individual
districts. -

As it was with last year, Washington

County once again took the lead in terms of

additional district acreage enrolled in the
program during FY *92 with 49 new districts
being established. During FY ’92 Washington
County showed more growth in terms of
additional acres than any other county for the
year by enrolling 5,861 additional acres. - This
represents a county growth rate of 38%. The
second ranking county in terms of total
acreage was Caroline County which added
2,649 acres to the program’s acreage base in
FY '92. Kent and Harford County were very
close in determining third and fourth plaée
with 1,599 and 1,593 acres respectively. While
usually one of the forerunners, this year,
Carroll County did not enroll any districts mn
the Maryland Agricultural Land Preservation

_ Program. This was due largely to the funding

limitations of the program.

On a regional perspective, the Western
Region constituted the most growth by adding
7,753 acres in FY 92, with the majority of the

acreage belonging to Washington County, -

‘the program.

while the Upper Shore added 4,185 acres.
The Central and Southern regions had
moderate increases. '

One of the most beneficial aspects of this
program is the establishment and growth of
preservation areas. This is the total amount
of contignous land under district agreement.
The Foundation continues to make every
effort to encourage new landowners to join
This is one of the ways
landowners can insulate against development.
"Critical mass" of preserved agricultural land
remains the biggest leverage against
development pressure. As of June 30, 1992
the three largest preservation areas in the state

were located in Carroll and Cecil counties.
Carroll County has two preseryation..areas.

located in the Unionfown Are \(f}.,_444_”%g_gg§)

and in. the New Windsor Area (1_,'5:5“*9“:""a'cres),\* N .

In Cecil County, ‘the St Augusting

Preservation Area covers 3,838 acres.

Each preservation area continues to grow
but in FY 92 Cecil County’s preservation
area grew the fastest. It has expanded to
cover 3,489 acres by adding 523 acres
consisting of 24 district properties.
Traditional agricultural community and rural
areas must continue to compete with
development. Preservation areas of significant
size can be our best ally in preserving
agricultural areas. The Maryland Agricultural
Land Preservation Foundation program
continues to be very successful in preserving
quality farmland and is compelled to maintain
its success.




30115 nonEINdwWos 01 anp 130daY [ENUTY 6, X WO Pajo31Iod om3rg ,

%001 £589°TET'LYT SE8°1 1155°2LS'T- 81 %8 1bSL°€98°81 751 €787 1¥6°0ET 10L°T+ TVIOL
%I°0 0000'9%C 1 0 0 %0 0 0 0000°9+C 1 FHLSADIAOM
%l'E SOVLS L 4 00'1- 0 %L 78°80S S 7£8'990°L Ly ODIWODIM
%98 0£66'80€°1T 23 00'1 - 0- %8¢ LLIT'T98'S 6 £5L8'8VY'S1 €01 . NOLONIHSVM
%0'¢ SPS'OLE'L w 0 ) %t 088°€7T I 0599°9b1‘L 122 109dTVL
%' 16L°9LY'E [44 00'101- - %0 0 OI6L'LLS'E £ LASIINOS
%S'1 €160°TOL"E ¥T 8IE'S + 0. %0 0 EELLSSL'E v S XAV LS
%b'8 96£5°80L°0C 601 1'88¢- - %€ 016'9L9 3 96£0°0TH0C 801 ’ SANNV NIdno
%0 0 0 0 0 %0 0 0 ) 0 SHADYOTD HONII
%1 BESTI6T L1 LE9TT- I- %0 0 i} 806°LT0°E 81 AIANOOINOW
%0'€ T199°S1S°L 112 0 0 %LT 8SH'665°T 9 TE0T916°S [ v INEA
%L'T ¥rOP'S8L'9 39 00’12~ I~ %0 0 0 $Y0r°908°9 ¥S @IVAMOH
%L'L LSO6'IST 61 191 61 + 0 %6 068€'€65°T 114 L9TTLSS LY L¥T MIOLIVH
%C'T 8€06'89%°S 9¢ sTe - 0 %S 1 0019969 9 8EVS'SLLY o¢ 11a3AvVO
%L'9 9897°769°91 o1 S0'8€1- 1- %6 S6TELEET 6 1686°T6¥'ST L6 AONIFAAIA
%0'C 8LOVYY'Y LT 0021~ 1- %E 00L'€vT T 8LEVTH'Y 9 JALSTHOIOA
%0'T EVIELIEY € 0 0 %8¢ £TPE€80°T o1 TLE'EV8E vT SATIVHD
%8'¢ SY09°80F°6 9 ) 0 %L 01£7'919 £ SELETOL'] 33 oD
%EST LTTLIL'LE 90€ 1805°18T- €- %0 0 0 SOLL'870'8€E 60€ TIOTIAVO
%EET TIST'LS6TE W 680°T61°1- L %8 984T 69T 61 9166°66¥°1€ 0T ANITOAVD
%b'T TLOT'656°S Fd 0 0 %0 0 0 TLOT'656°S 47 LIFATVO
%E'8 6T 0T STT 00°1- 0 %S 0£8Y'8E6 L T8EY°S0S 61 812 TAOWILLTIVE
%C'E 9%69°810°8 LL 8Y'01¢- I- %ET 0S£T'SE6 4 STY6E6T L 99 TAANNEV ANNV
%10 0861'SEE £ 0 0 %0 0 0 0861°SEE 3 ANVOHTIV
sfesdy s1o1ySIC] o3waroy SPINSI o3es10y SIENSI a3eor0y s1ISIq
TVIOL Pusig JooN PsIa Jo 'oN 4Ivd PImsIq Jo "oN, WS Jo "oN
J0 : HIMOIO
FCEACR MWWMWMZMM%%MM< . SINTNISNIAV vy 6. AL ONTING 1661 ‘0€ AN 4O SV X1NNOD
ANV GAAE00TY TVIOL . gOVIIDV A aIA0dddV SIOTAISIA A9@a0DTd

NOLLVJIDLLYVd IDIILSIA 76 Ad

NOLLVANNOA NOILVAIISHId ANVT TVINLINOTIOV ANVIAYVIN




32

REGIONAL ANALYSIS:

PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL DISTRICT ACREAGE

REGIONS

FY ’89

FY 90

FY °91

FY ’92

WESTERN:
Garrett
Allegany
Washington
Frederick

CENTRAL:
Carroll
Baltimore
Harford

Montgomery

Howard

SOUTHERN:
Anne Arundel

St. Mary’s
Calvert
Charles

Prince George’s

UPPER SHORE:
Queen Anne’s

Talbot
Cecil
Kent
Caroline

LOWER SHORE:

Dorchester
Wicomico
‘Worcester
Somerset

TOTAL ACREAGE

14.1%
23,269 acres

39.3%
64,691 acres

11.4%
18,728 acres

32.4%

- 53,252 acres

2.8%

- 4,550 acres

164,490 acres

13.4%
26,096 acres

38.3%
74,515 acres

10.0%
19,527 acres

| 33.2%
64,398 acres

5.1%
9,852 acres

194,388 acres

15.6%
36,052 acres

36.8%

- 84,946 acres - -

9.0%
20,853 acres

31.9%
73,775 acres

6.7%
15,315 acres

230,942 acres

17.7%

43,805 acres

35.2%
87,058 acres

9.2%

22,666 acres

31.5%
77,960 acres

6.4%
15,741 acres

247,233 acres
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REGIONAL ANALYSIS: -
PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL EASEMENT ACREAGE

REGION

FY 89

FY ’90*

FY ’91*x*

FY *92%**

WESTERN:
Garrett
Allegany
Washington
Frederick

CENTRAL:
Carroll
Baltimore
Harford
Montgomery
Howard

SOUTHERN:
Anne Arundel
St. Mary’s
Calvert
Charles
Prince George’s

UPPER SHORE:
Queen Anne’s

Talbot
Cecll
Kent

Caroline

LOWER SHORE:
Dorchester
Wicomico
Worcester
Somerset

TOTAL ACREAGE

13.8%
10,987 acres

42 8% -
34,052 acres

9.2%
7,293 acres

32.0%

- 25,430 acres.

2.2%
1,720 acres

79,482 acres

14.1%
12,914 acres

41.8%

38,198 acres

8.3%
7,565 acres

33.1%
30,245 acres

2.8%

2,528 acres

91,448 acres .

* CycleFOne FY ’90 Information Only
** Cycle Two FY ’90 Information Only

13.5%
13,267 acres

41.1%
40,555 acres

8.3%

8,198 acres

33.5%
32,990 acres

3.6%
3,522 acres

98,532 acres

13.5%
13,258 acres

41.1%
40,544 acres

8.3%
8,198 acres

33.5%
32,983 acres

- 3.6%
3,521 acres

98,504 acres

***Figures denote total easement acreage less easement acreage reductions for lot exclusions
No additional easements were purchased in FY ’91 nor FY ’92 due to budgetary constraints
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" EASEMENT PAR TICIPATION

The last Easement Acquisition Program
conducted by the Maryland Agricultural Land
Preservation Foundation was Cycle Two of
the FY *90 Easement Acquisition Program.

The chart on the opposite page reflects
Cycle Two. of the FY ’90 Easement
Acquisition Program, less easement acreage
reductions for lot exclusions. Total reductions
in easement properties due to lot exclusions
was 28.75 acres. Therefore, adjusted total
acreage under easement as of June 30, 1992 is
98,504 acres consisting of 677 individual
properties.

Although no additional easements have -

been purchased, these figures still reflect
Maryland as having more perpetually
preserved farmland than any other state
agricultural land preservation program in the
United States.

The Foundation hopes to make easement
offers in the fall of 1992, assuming the bonds
appropriated by the General Assembly are
sold. Those figures will be reflected in the FY
’93 Annual Report.

As shown in the regional analysis on Page
33, Central Maryland has the most acreage
under easement, protecting 40,544 acres or
41.1% of the statewide total. The Upper
Shore is ranked as a close second with 32,983
acres or 33.5% of the Statewide totals.

The Foundation genuinely believes that with
continued participation and adequate funding,

- they will be able to maintain the long-range

goal of the program in permanently protecting
agricultural land. '




"T6: A4 PUE 16, A Ul pasinbog 519M §HULIILSES MU ON

%001 $SL0V05°86 LLS SL'8T- PST'TES'R6 LL9 TVIOL
0 0 0 ) 0 0 HALSHDEOM.
DA 019'9t€'1 6 0'1- 019°L¥E'l 6 ODIWODIM
%E'E SS6TSIT'E [4! 01~ SS6T'91TE [41 NOIONIHSVM
%S'1 785°€€S'1 % 0 785°€€S°T ¥ LOgTV.L
%01 05'8L8 s 0 05°'8.8 3 LASIYTWOS
%8'1 196'L6L'T 71 0 0196°L6L°T 4 S XAV 1S
%0°6 £86'898°8 Ly 0 £36'89%°8 Ly SANNV NEANO
0 0 0 0 0 0 SHOYOHO HONIAd
%L1 8LOT'LLY'T 6 o€ 8L0T°089°T - 6 XITFWNOODINOW
%L'€ 7901°969°€ £7 0 7901°969°¢ €T INTHE
%0y Z08L°LS6'E LT 0 T08L'LS6'E Lz TIVMOH
%S 9PTH LEE'S 9% 0'1- IYTYBEE'S 9% @I0LdAVH
%S'T SOTTEP'T 91 ST'E- SIPSEP'T 91 LIFTEVD
%9°L $686'9TH L w 0's- S686'IEV L w JOraadasad
%E'T TL'S6LT L o1 0TPL'96T°1 L JAILSTFHDI0d
%T0 00§L°1TT I 0 00SL'12T I SHTAVHD
%L1 60¥5'00L 1 01 0 60¥5°00L°T 01 TOAD
%¥'0C TEH91°0T 3 09- - 07Z6'0L1°0T gt TIOEAVD
%bLT 66ET'P81'LI 4 $'9- 66£9°061°LT (44 ANITOIVO
%€ EV6L FOPE €7 0 EP6L POV E €T JIHATVO
- %S'6 86759016 8 0'1- 8675°LOF'6 8 TIOWLLTVE
%8'T LESLELLT vT 0 LESL'ELLT T THANNTY ANNV
%T'0 76T €81 1 0 T67°€81 T ANVODHTIV
odea1oy JaqunpN 93ea10y adeanny Jaquuany
TVIOL :
QIANOOV SINIWHSVE TV.IOL 'SSA'T N s —

NOILLVAIDILIVd INTFWASVH

NOILVUNNOA NOLLVAYISHId ANV TVINLINOIIOV ANV IAIVIA




36

EASEMENT ACQUISITION PROGRAM
HISTORIC PERSPECTIVE

The Historical Perspective table shows
easement acquisitions by year. The table also
factors in adjustments from deeds and late
rejections of easement offers after initial
acceptance, which is noted in the final figure.
Total dollar values and average cost per acre
by year are based on easement acreage only.
The average fair market, agricultural and
easement values are based on the appraisals
selected by the State and used in making
easement offers. However, these figures do
not reflect adjustments for acreage as settled.
The total acquisition cost and per acre
average reflect final dollar figures. The table
also shows the historic total of acreage
reductions which resulted in lot exclusions.
Adjustments to reflect the total payback
amount associated for lot exclusions are also
shown, to date.

As was reported in last year’s Annual
Report, over the past 14 years a total of 672

of a potential 1,117 easement applicants have -

accepted offers, allowing these landowners the
ability to enjoy permanent protection of their
land. This figure indicates that the State has
protected 98,504 acres, or 60% of what was
submitted for casement sale. This adjusted
figure takes into consideration a total
reduction of 28.75 acres in FY 792
Historically, the average farm size was 148
acres. However, over the years, a range of
annual average farm size was 134 in Cycle
Two of FY ’90 to 157 acres in FY ’86.

The cost that is actually paid to the
landowner is the acquisition cost. This cost
depicts the lower price between either the

asking price or the appraised easement value.
Historically, the average Easement Value has
been $1,105 per acre, but due to the lower
asking prices, the average acquisition cost was
only $986/acre. Landowners may discount
their asking price as a form of a competitive
bid to improve their ranking and perhaps to

- maintain a better chance of receiving an offer

from the Foundation. This becomes very
important during times of limited funds.

The discount value plays an important role
to the Foundation in making easement offers.
The discount value is a direct result of making
easement offers based on the landowner’s
asking price instead of the appraised easement
value. As a result, over the years, the
Foundation has been able to save 12,178,364

and purchase 12,440 additional acres due to -

the nature of competitive bidding. Therefore,
the most cost effective component of the
program is distinguished by using the
competitive bidding mechanism.

Unfortunately, there were no new easement
offers in FY ’91 or FY ’92, due to budgetary
constraints, as reflected in the chart.
Easement offers are expected to be made in
the fall of 1992, assuming the bonds are sold.
This information will be shown in next year’s
report.




MARYLAND AGRICULTURAL LAND PRESERVATION FOUNDATION
EASEMENT ACQUISITION PROGRAM - HISTORIC PERSPECTIVE

APPRAISED VALUES
ACCEPTED ASKING PRICE ACQUISITION DISCOUNT
OFFERS THAT ACCEPTED . COST VALUE
FISCAL TOTAL AVERAGE FAIR MARKET AGRICULTURAL EASEMENT
YEAR ACRES FARM SIZE
0, .
>Ev\ww%%wwzm AVGPER ACRE | AVGPER ACRE | AVGPER ACRE | AVG.PER ACRE | AVG.PER ACRE | ADDTL ACRES
TOTAL AMT. TOTAL AMT. TOTAL AMT. TOTAL AMT. TOTAL >H<_uu TOTAL AMT.
HWM.\ 243 of 510 37.101.4502 154 $916/acre . $2320/acre $1343/acre $976/acre $837/acre 4,087.72 acres
1085 48% hE acres $34,603,164 $87,521,648 $51,932,642 $35,586,006 $30,971,731 $4,614,275
1986 70 of 98 10.990.6083 157 $942/acre $2118/acre $1281/acre $ 837/acre $753/acre 1,224.77 acres
- 71% o acres $10,347,664 $23,282,354 $14,081,344 $9,201,010 $8,278,757 $ 922,253
1987 77 of 121 11.091.0373 144 $919/acre $2306/acre $1458/acre $849/acre $764/acre 1,226.33 acres
64% i acres -$10,197,369 $25,580,968 maL.mmum 10 $9,415,158 $8,478,243 $936,915
1988 77 of 104 10.366.1767 135 $945/acre $2290/acre $1337/acre $953/acre $792/acre 2,120.40 acres
74% 1>006.1767 acres $ 9,798,920 $23,741,280 $13,865,850 $9,875,430 $8,198,193 $1,677,237
\
1989 66 of 111 9.300.9209 141 $1538/acre $2967/acre $1541/acre $1426/acre $1225/acre 1:523.26 actes
59% [k . acres $14,306,184 $27,600,116 $14,333,220 $13,266,916 $11,399,272 D
1990 88 of 110 12.665.1051 144 $1668/acre $2668/acre $123Yacre $1436/acre $134Yacre 647.59 acres
Cycle One 80% . 2T acres $21,124,232 $33,784,742 $15,598,253 $18,187,091 $17,302,484 $ 884,607
v 53 of 63 1 103.7695 134 $231%/acre S et $1325/acre $1866/acre $1779%acre 179.54 acres
yele 1wo 88% el acres $16,465,131 2°1% $ 9,416,347 $13,402,023 $12,639,837 $1,275,433
1991 0 ' 0 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
1992 0 0 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
98,619.0680 $97,268,517
TOTAL 672 of 1,117 LESS:114.9926 148 $1186/acre $2480/acre $1374/acre $1105 986/acre 12.439.66 acres
60% 98,504.0754 acres -$116,842,664 $244,329,575 $135,393,466 $108,933,634 LESS: 71,631 512,178,364
$97,196,880

Foundation operated only one Easement Cycle Per Year during FY ’91 and FY ’92. The Foundation was unable to purchase any easements due to financial constraints.
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PRESERVA T TON VERSUS CONVERSION |

The graph and table reflecting preservation
versus conversion covers the period 1984 -
1992. This chart shows a comparison between
the amount of farmland that has been

preserved versus farmland converted to other

uses. The graph also depicts the
corresponding amount of easement acreage
acquired between that period of time.

There were no new easement offers made
during for FY *91 and FY ’92 due to budget
constraints. However, the chart reflects 7,103
acres being preserved in FY *91. These acres
actually reflect easement offers made to Cycle
Two of FY ’90 but did not settle until FY *91.

The amount of lost farmland that is
continually being lost to development far

"surpasses that which is being preserved.

Despite the fact that Maryland continues to
have the most successful program of its kind
in the country, farmland is disappearing.

To date, preservation efforts have protected
only about 34% of the farmland lost during
the past ten years. However, the amount of

farmland being converted to other uses has
slowed drastically during the past few years.
The total amount of preserved land in the
adjoining graph represents only those areas
protected by the Maryland Agricultural Land
Preservation Foundation.

There are, however, other programs
including state, federal and private land trusts
that help to protect Maryland’s farmland.

With these programs, the amount of preserved

farmland over the past 10 years is greater
than that stated above.

The Foundation is proud of its past
accomplishments. ~ However, more of a

concentrated effort has to be made or we may
have to accept the stark reality that our
precious  farmland may succumb to
development. The time to preserve is now,
especially in light of the current economy, low
interest rates and the future threat of
development. '




PRESERVATION VERSUS CONVERSION

50

4511

ACRES
(Thousands)
&

_ I -_ :-.l - A 4
1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992
YEAR

NOTE: Acres of preserved farmland in the above chart only reflects that which was preserved by the
Maryland Agricultural Land Preservation Foundation. There may have been more farmland acres
preserved through various county programs, local land trusts and other state programs.

B Freserved Farmiand | | Preserved Farmiand
Cycie 1 ‘ Cycle 2

\\ Converted Farmiand

1984 1985 1986 1987 1938 1989 1990 1991 1992 | TOTAL
CONVERTED .

14663 17859 24831 32524 44269 39301 26079 11070 8719 219815
FARMLAND i
PRESERVED

5783 8158 10991 0366 | ~ 9301 19768 0 ’

F LAND 7 1 9 11091 1 0 75458
DIFFERENCE -8880 -9701 -13840 -21433 -33903 -30500 - 6311 -11070 --8719 -144357

* Total reflects combined total of FY *90 Cycle 1 and Cycle 2
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MARYLAND AGRICULTURAL LAND PRESERVATION FOUNDATION

Daniel Shortall, Vice Chairman
Route 1

Box 62

Queen Anne, MD 21657

William F. Dixon
1070 Sandgates Road
Mechanicsville, MD 20659

Lioyd C. Jones
610 Knottingham Drive -
Salisbury, MD 21301

Honorable Louis L. Goldstein
Comptroller

Louis L. Goldstein Building
Room 121

P.O. Box 466

Annapolis, MD 21401-7080

BOARD OF TRUSTEES

Appointed Members

Lee Townsend , 'Ron Kreitner, Director

1618 Mt. Herman Road Maryland Office of State Planning

Salisbury, MD 21801 301 W. Preston Street, Room 1101
' Baltimore, MD 21201

Wayne C. McGinnis .. Donald Stirn

19524 Graystone Road 1051 Route 32

White Hall, Maryland 21661 Sykesville, MD 21784

W. Drew Stabler Vacant
5219 Damascus Road ) '
Gaithersburg, MD 20879

Ex-Officio Members

Honorable Lucille Maurer Honorable Robert L. Walker
Treasurer Secretary '

Louis L. Goldstein Building Maryland Department of Agricultur
Room 109 . 50 Harry S Truman Parkway
Annapolis, MD 21401-7080 Annapolis, MD 21401-7080
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MARYLAND AGRICULTURAL LAND PRESERVATION FOUNDATION

ALLEGANY COUNTY
Mr. Kent Fuller

103 Robertson Lane
Cumberland, MD 21502
(301) 689-3115

ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY
Mr. Oscar F. Grimes, Jr.

3527 Birdsville Road
Davidsonsville, MD 21035
(410) 789-0356

BALTIMORE COUNTY
Mr. Mark Daneker

250 W. Pratt Street

15th Floor, S.B.S
Baltimore, MD 21201
(410) 576-4832

CALVERT COUNTY
Mr. Edward Allen

Route 1, Box 197

Prince Frederick, MD 20678
(410) 535-0590

CAROLINE COUNTY
Mr. Gary Schoonover
Rural Delivery 1, Box 314
Greensboro, MD 21639
(410) 482-6039

CARROLL COUNTY

~ Mr. Ralph Robertson, Jr.
1420 Old New Windsor Pike
Westminster, MD 21157
(410) 848-2017

CECIL COUNTY
Mr. Robert L. Knutsen
130 Knutsen Lane
Rising Sun, MD 21911
(410) 658-6325

-CHARLES COUNTY
Mr. Leonard Rice

Post Office Box 4

Mt. Victoria, MD 20661
(301) 259-2592

ADVISORY BOARD CHAIRMEN

DORCHESTER COUNTY
Mr. G. Steele Phillips

3901 Ellicott Island

Vienna, MD 21869

(410) 376-3372

FREDERICK COUNTY
Mr. Karl Berger

8057 Old Receiver Road
Frederick, MD 21702
(202) 962-3350

GARRETT COUNTY
Mr. George Bishoff
Star Route, Box 77
Friendsville, MD 21178
(301) 746-5502

HARFORD COUNTY
Mr. Daryl Comer

5101 Jolly Acres Road
Whitehall, MD 21161
(410) 692-2428

HOWARD COUNTY

Mr. James R. Moxley, ITT
13155 Route 144

‘West Friendship, MD 21794
(410) 244-7807

KENT COUNTY

Mr. Kevin Kimble
Route 4, Box 485
Chestertown, MD 21620
(410) 778-2389

MONTGOMERY COUNTY
Mr. Edward P. Thompson, Jr.
Post Office Box 72
Barnesville, MD 20838

(202) 659-5170

FPRINCE GEORGE’S COUNTY

Vacant

1741 Gov. Oden Bowie Drive
Upper Marlboro, MD 20771
(301) 952-4712

QUEEN ANNE’S COUNTY
Willard Dodd

Route 1, Box 319
Queenstown, MD 21658

(410) 827-8920

ST. MARY’S COUNTY
Mr. Luther Wolfe
Chaptico Wharf Road
Maddox, MD 20621
(301) 769-3376 -

SOMERSET COUNTY
Mr. John Murray

Route |

Princess Anne, MD 21853
(410) 651-2783 '

TALBOT COUNTY
Mr. Allen Baynard
Route 1, Box 274
Trappe, MD 21673
(410) 476-3460

WASHINGTON COUNTY
Mr. Steve Ernst

13646 Broadfording Road
Clear Spring, MD 21722
(301) 842-3926

WICOMICO COUNTY
Mr. Richard L. Farlow
Tingle Road

Pittsville, MD 21850
(410) 835-2130

WORCESTER COUNTY
Mr. Gerald Redden

Sandy Ridge Farm
Girdletree, MD 21829
(410) 957-1832
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MARYLAND AGRICULTURAL LAND PRESERVATION FOUNDATION
Maryland Department of Agriculture
50 Harry S. Truman Parkway
Annapolis, Maryland 21401

FOUNDATION STAFF: Paul W. Scheidt, Executive Director
Iva L. Frantz, Administrative Specialist

Pebbles LaBeau, Secretary
Sandra Beilman, Office Clerk

Thank you to the staff of the Maryland Agricultural Land Preservation Foundation for their

* dedication, hard work and long hours towards the completion of this report and the successful

administration of the program. Thank you to the Program Administrators in each county for their
cooperation, support and administration at the local level and in reaching out to the landowners.

Sincerely,

72 7 2
Paul W. Scheidt
‘Executive Director
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